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6th January, 1960. COCOM Document 3714.60/3

COORDINATING COMMITTEE

RECORD OF DISCUSSION

on

ITEWY 1460 — ATRCRAFT

18+th Decenber 1959, and 5th January 1960

Progent: Belgium(Luxemboury), Denmerk, France, Germony, Italy, Jepen,
Netherlands, Norway, United Kingdom, United States.

References: coco? Docs. Nos. 3700.1, 3714.00/1, 3714.60/1 and 2 and W.P.

L. A Group of Experts consisting of representatives from France, the
United Kingdom and the Unitcd States met on the 18th December, to discuss the
United States proposel set out in parasraph 1 of COCOi Doc. No. 3714.60/2.
They reported to the Committee @s follows: they hed been able to reach agree~
uent as regards the two recomuendations which would accoupeny the administra-
tive exceptions Note proposed for part (b) by the United States Delegation.
The agreed text read as follows:

"In addition, it is recomnended:

1. That, in order tv assure that consistent up-to-date practice
obtain under the above Note, the Committee aprees that coun-
tries wishing to export ensines equivalent to the "standard
engines" as described in the above Note to Itenm 1460, will
collaborate in the progressive establishment, in an Inter-
rretative Note, of & List of such engines. Before authorising
the expert of any such "equivalent" engine not slready on the
List, Governments will submit to the Coumittee & full descrip-—
tion of the "standard engine" involved and of the "equivalent"
engine (or engines) with a justification as to why the Govern-
nent considers it to bhe "equivalent".

2. That, recognising thet there may be some need to embaryo
certain types of piston engines, Governuents will consider
sympathetically eny prowcsals tou cubargo such specific piston
tyre engines under the above Note as further examination of
the problem ney warrant."

As to the aduinistrative exceptions Note itself, the Group of Bxperts agreed to
recoumend that the Coumittes adopt a text along the lines of the one suggested
by the United States Delegation, with such editcrial or other smenduents asg
might be apreed.

2. The COuMITTEE then proceeded to examine the text of the administra-
tive exceptions Ncte proposed by the United States Delegation, and set out
belows

"Aero-engines.

(NOTE: Governuents ney as admninistrative exceptions approve for
use in ecivilian airecraft in the Bloc reasuvnable numbers of
(1) aeroc-engines of turbo-prop, turvo-shaft and turbo-jet
types and series (excluding militery configurations) which
are the standiard engines of aircraft cxcepted from embargo
under (a)(1) and (a)(2) in this definition or are equivalent
to the standard enyines of such aircraft in basic characte-
ristics, performance and téchnology end are useable thereon
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(See Interpretative Note } and (2) piston type engines.
48 used in the Note the term "standard engines" refers to
the engine or engines which have been specified by the
aircraft uwanufacturer for the aircraft and which have been
nornally or frequently used thereon. (Exports authorised
by Governuents as aduinistrative exceptions under this
procedure should be reported to the Comuittee in the month-
ly statistical returns.)"

On the basis of a United Kingdom suggestion to delete the words "(excluding
nilitary configurations)", the UNITED ST.TES Delegation proposed ad referendum,
and the FRENCH and UNITED KINGDOW Dele;aticns agreed with certain reservations,
to revise the wording between parentheses as follows: "(excluding military
cunfigurations differing significantly from non-militery configurations)". The
French Delegation's acceptance wes depencent upon a satisfactory French equi-
valent being found for the word "“configurations". If after consultation the
United States suthorities were uneble to cenfirm the qualificeaetion "differing
Bignificantly from non-uilitery configurstiocns', the United Kingdom Delegation
would want the above wording to apply only in the case of "equivalent!" and not
"standard" engines - & view which was shared by the French Delegation. The
United States Delegation, however, were nut able tu ayree.

5. 4 second amendment, proposed by the UNITED EINGDOM Delegation, and
supported by the FHENCH Delegation was the addition of the wording underlined
in the following clause: "... 'or are equivalent or inferior to the standard
engines of such aircraft....". The UNITED STLTES Delegation appreciated the
intent behind this proposal, but could not apree to wording which would auto~-
matically free all engines inferior to the best one listed, even though they
wight have no eivil apilication. They felt that the Committee would have no
difficulty in dealing with the individual cases brought to its notice, and thus
be able to meet the specific problems for which the listing of equivalents was
designed. The FRENCH and UNITED XINGDOu Delegaticns were ready to agree to
rotain the United States wording, if it was wnade guite clear that the Unitéd
States Delegation were in agrecnment with the intent of the proposed United
Kingdom amendment.

4o On the basis of & third United Kingdom anendment to delete the
words "and are useable thereon", the UNITED STaTkS Delegation suggested that
the phrase be changed to reads "and which could be used thereon". The FRENCH
BDelegation egreed to this suggestion and the UNITED KINGDOW Delegation under-
took to report it to their Government.

5 The UNITED KINGDO4 Lelegation explained that their sgrecment as
Tepards this itewm was conditional uron agreenment being reathed in the Coumittee
for corresponding changes in Item 10(a) on the wunitions List.

6. The GBRUAN Delegaticn undertook to treansmit the amenduents sugges-—
ted above to their Government, bubt were uneble to yive final views at this
stage.

T Delegations erreed to report the findings of the Group of Experts,
as set out in peragraph 1 above, together with the amendments suggested during
the present discussiony to their Governments.

8. On the 5th Jenuery, the UNIThD KINGDOM Delegate informed the Commit-
tee, that his authorities were unable to accept the United States sugeestion
in parsgraph 4 sbove.

CONCLUSION : The COMMITTEE agreed that, although the present definition of
Item 1460 was unsatisfactory, it would remain unchenged for the
time being. It was further ggreed that the matter would be re-
discussed on the 28th January, 1960.
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